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i f y o u l ook on l i ne 17 o f p age 1 2, i t s ets ou t a seco n d
method of assessments. It says in lieu of the annual fee,
the one I just described to you, a ny person who has o b t a i n e d
recognition of incidental underground water s torage, o k a y ,
may levy a one-time fee, one-time fee of 5 0 cents per a c r e
against the person who is withdrawing the water. Okay, when
it uses the term "one-time fee" that means they are going to
charge them once and, as I understand t he l e g i s l a t i o n , n o t
i n th e ye ar 20 00 , n o t in the year 2100, never again will
they be levied an assessment for the benefits that they
derive from that underground water that they a re obt a i n i n g
by virtue of the existence of the surface water districts.
And my prob lem i s t h a t I b e l i ev e , I t r u l y be l i ev e , t h a t t h i s
provision is going to encourage people to enter into
agreements which are simply not fair. N ow I t h i n k y o u h a v e
to remember, first of all or have in mind a little bit, what
some of the figures are in terms of the use of this water.
If you are talking about surface water districts and how
much they charge, generally speaking, for the use of that
surface water, it is always some place in th e n e i g hborhood
of about $17 per acre foot of water. For example, with the
NcConaughy project the charge for a foot and a half per acre
o f water , p e r yea r , i s $17 . 5 0 . Now under t h e o n e p r o v i si o n
o f t h e b i l l y ou cou l d ch a rg e a maximum of 50 cents per acre
per year. So they could use a foot and a h alf p e r ac r e o f
water per year for just 50 cent' a s compared t o $ 17 . 5 0 . Now
that zs not really much to began with. But if you look at
t he second p r o v i s i o n , which a l l o w s a o ne - t i m e f ee , t hat i s a
charge of 50 cent s f orever . Let ' s say you wer e t a l k i n g
about a p er i od o f 50 yea r s . If you were talking about a
period of 50 years that would mean, using the figures that I
gave you f o r a su r f ac e wa t e r u se r , they would pa y $ 8 75 p e r
acre over a 50 ye a r p er i od . F or someone who w a s g i v e n t h e
deal of 50 cents, a one-time 50 cents fee that would be a
f ee o f 50 cent s ove r a 5 0 y e a r p er i od , a s com p a r ed to
$875 per a c r e . Now t h e reason that that second provision
was put in there, the one I am objecting to as I understand
it, was that this was something the districts c ould d o a n d
they wouldn't have to go through all the hoops, all the
legal hoops of p roving certain things that they w ould
otherwise have to do if they were charging an annual fee. I
suggest to you, number one, that t hat i s n o t c l e ar i r t h e
bill, and that, two, because of the due pr o c ess a nd eq u a l
protection clauses of the Constitution, even i f t h e b i l l d i d
not . . . e ven i f t h e b i l l said they did not go through the
hoops they would probably have to anyway, because you have
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